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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO

STATE OF IDAHO,
Plaintiff-Respondent,
v.
COOPER JADE STONE,
Defendant-Appellant.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

No. 48147-2020
Twin Falls County Case No.
CR42-18-14556

RESPONDENT’S BRIEF

ISSUE
Has Stone failed to establish that the district court abused its discretion by relinquishing
jurisdiction?

ARGUMENT
Stone Has Failed To Establish That The District Court Abused Its Sentencing Discretion
A.

Introduction
On December 24, 2018, Stone was driving a car that law enforcement had earlier seen

being driven by Jeremiah Hernandez, whose driver’s license was suspended. (PSI, p.4. 1) After a
1

PSI page numbers correspond with those of the electronic file “Confidential Exhibits.pdf.”

baggie of marijuana was found in Hernandez’s pocket, police officers conducted a vehicle search
and found a backpack – with every compartment locked – in the car which Stone admitted owning.
(Id.) After Stone provided officers with a key to open the compartments, a black case was found
inside which “contained small plastic baggies, a scale, and a silver metal pen type object.” (Id.)
The scale had a plastic cover with residue on it which field tested presumptive for
methamphetamine. (Id.) Stone was arrested for possession of methamphetamine. (Id.) The
district court described the events that followed:
[O]n June 4, 2019, a judgment of conviction was entered on the charge of
possession of a controlled substance. The Court imposed a sentence of five years,
two fixed, three indeterminate. That sentence was suspended. Mr. Stone was
placed on probation.
On July 11 of 2019, there was a motion to revoke probation. After
admissions were entered on September 1 of 2019, the Court did retain jurisdiction.
(Tr., p.4, Ls.18-25.)
At the end of his rider, the Department of Correction recommended that Stone be placed
on supervised probation. (PSI, p.46.) However, after a hearing, the district court relinquished its
jurisdiction over Stone and imposed his sentence. (R., pp.101-103.) Stone filed a notice of appeal
timely from the district court’s order relinquishing jurisdiction. (R., pp.105-108.)
Stone “contends that the district court abuse[d] its discretion by relinquishing jurisdiction,
in light of his completion of his programming on his rider, young age, limited criminal history,
and acceptance of responsibility for his action.” (Appellant’s brief, p.4.) Stone has failed to
establish an abuse of discretion.
B.

Standard Of Review
The decision to place a defendant on probation or whether, instead, to relinquish

jurisdiction over the defendant is a matter within the sound discretion of the district court and will
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not be overturned on appeal absent an abuse of that discretion. State v. Hansen, 154 Idaho 882,
889, 303 P.3d 241, 248 (Ct. App. 2013) (citing State v. Hood, 102 Idaho 711, 712, 639 P.2d 9, 10
(1981); State v. Lee, 117 Idaho 203, 205-06, 786 P.2d 594, 596-97 (Ct. App. 1990)). A court’s
decision to relinquish jurisdiction will not be deemed an abuse of discretion if the trial court has
sufficient information to determine that a suspended sentence and probation would be
inappropriate under I.C. § 19-2521. State v. Brunet, 155 Idaho 724, 729, 316 P.3d 640, 645 (2013);
Hansen, 154 Idaho at 889, 303 P.3d at 248 (citing State v. Statton, 136 Idaho 135, 137, 30 P.3d
290, 292 (2001)).
C.

Stone Has Shown No Abuse Of The District Court’s Discretion
Application of these legal standards to the facts of this case shows no abuse of discretion.

While Stone notes that his minimal criminal record and successes while on his rider – completion
of the CBI-Substance Abuse program and obtaining his GED – were enough to earn a “probation”
recommendation from IDOC, the district court reasonably concluded otherwise. (See Appellant’s
brief, p.4; PSI, pp.5-6, 46-52.)
Before Stone pled guilty to possession of methamphetamine, he “failed to report for drug
testing on seven occasions” and “failed to appear for his meeting with his Court Compliance
officer.” (PSI, p.6.) After he was sentenced, Stone admitted violating his probation by failing to
maintain an approved residence and absconding until he was arrested on a new criminal charge
about a month after he was placed on probation. (R., pp.74, 91.) The APSI summarized the
disciplinary sanctions Stone received during his rider:
6/2/20: Mr. Stone lied during an investigation. Staff interviewed Mr. Stone about
how he got a black eye and he stated he slipped while working out. Several other
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witnesses came forward and reported that the injury happened as a result of
horseplay[2] on the unit.
6/4/20: Mr. Stone provided another inmate his phone pin number so that the inmate
could make a call. This call violated that inmates No Contact Order.
Additionally, Mr. Stone received 5 written warnings for sleeping during program
hours, being off bunk during count, and not being on his assigned bunks after light
out.
(PSI, p.48.)
The district court was concerned about Stone’s conduct during his rider, and asked him
why he wasn’t “honest with the department officials during the course of their investigation that
led to [his] black eye?” (Tr., p.13, Ls. 10-12.) Stone’s answer that, at the time, he thought his
“decision was the best one to make to get off the rider,” but now realized it was not (Tr., p.13, Ls.
13-15), could not have inspired much confidence in Stone’s veracity when placed in a difficult
situation. Even more troubling to the court was Stone’s admitted assistance in another inmate’s
use of his phone PIN number which, “in effect, aided and abetted the violation of a no-contact
order.” (Tr., p.13, Ls.16-20.) Stone’s complicity in the inmate’s violation of a no contact order
happened more than once. (Tr., p.14, Ls.8-10.)
Before announcing its decision, the district court explained it was considering “the four
goals of sentencing as well as those factors under [I.C. §] 19-2521 to determine whether probation
or some form of incarceration is appropriate[,]” Stone’s character, the nature of the underlying
offense, and his rider performance. (Tr., p.14, Ls. 13-20.) The court concluded:
The Court is extremely concerned over the events that concerned – or occurred
within this month prior to this hearing. Certainly, in my view, there is a great deal
more you need to learn. I – I don't know that you've taken the programming as
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The prosecutor explained that “‘horseplay’ is a very loose term for a wide range of activity,
usually not meant in a positive or playful manner. It resulted in a black eye in this case. So we
can assume that he was involved in an altercation.” (Tr., p.8, Ls.11-16.)
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seriously as you should. And based upon the events disclosed in June of 2020, the
Court does intend to relinquish jurisdiction.
(Tr., p.14, L.21 - p.15, L.2.)
Although Stone performed well in some respects during his rider, he also failed in two very
important ways by getting involved in a physical confrontation with another inmate and facilitating
another inmate’s violation of a no contact order. In light of those facts and Stone’s performance
while on pre-trial release and probation, he was not an appropriate candidate for probation. Stone
has failed to establish that the district court abused its discretion by relinquishing jurisdiction.
CONCLUSION
The state respectfully requests this Court to affirm the district court’s order relinquishing
jurisdiction.
DATED this 19th day of March, 2021.

/s/ John C. McKinney
JOHN C. McKINNEY
Deputy Attorney General
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